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[Policy on Evaluation of Teaching follows the Protocols] 

PREAMBLE: 

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA 

PROTOCOLS FOR STUDENT EVALUATION AND 
PEER REVIEW OF FACULTY TEACHING CONTRIBUTIONS 

On May 14, 1992, the University Senate adopted a policy on the Evaluation of Teaching Contributions by 
the faculty (see addendum). The purpose of this policy is to facilitate evaluation of teaching for purposes of 
promotion and salary decisions, by defming what shall constitute adequate documentation for peer review of faculty 
teaching contributions. In the final portion of the motion approved as a policy, the Senate Committee on 
Educational Policy was directed to draw up and bring back to the Senate, for approval prior to implementation of 
this policy, "details of the required assessment of teaching." In particular, SCEP was to propose "protocols for peer 
review [of teaching contributions], timing of assessment activities, institutional procedures for ensuring the accuracy 
and confidentiality of the results, procedures for administering student evaluations, and procedures for interpreting 
numerically scored evaluations." In preparing the recommendations that follow, over the course of the fall and 
winter quarters, SCEP has consulted on an on-going basis with Anne Hopkins, Vice President for Arts, Sciences, 
and Engineering. We have also benefitted from the advice ofDallis Perry and Gary Jocelyn (University Counselling 
Services) and Darwin Hendel (Academic Affairs). 

These protocols shall apply to student evaluation of courses having no more than two instructors. Units 
whose curriculum features courses with more than two instructors shall develop their own procedures for student 
evaluation of such courses. 

Our recommendations are presented along an imaginary time line, beginning with the distribution of student 
evaluation forms in class, and concluding with the use of these and other materials by those who within given un1to; 
are charged with making recommendations on promotion, and/or merit-based salary increases related to teachmg. 
Paragraphs 1 - 4 deal with procedures for administration and analysis of student evaluations; paragraphs 5 - 8 de.~l 
with procedures for peer review. 

If this final part of the teaching evaluation policy is adopted by the Senate, we envision that the u.~ ol 

student evaluations as described here would begin in Fall, 1993, and the full policy will be implemented by Fall. 
1994. 

MOTION: 

That the Senate adopt the following protocols to implement its May 14, 1992, policy on evaluat1on "' 
teaching contributions. 

1. Directions given on student evaluation questionnaires will include the following statement: 

"Your responses to this questionnaire are important because they will be used in tenure, promotiOn 
and salary decisions for your instructor. Your thoughtful written comments are espec 1all y 
requested, and may help your instructor improve future course offerings. The results of th1' 
evaluation (including the evaluation forms) will not be returned to the instructor until after ttk 
fmal grades are submitted for this course." 

2. The questionnaire will include the questions approved by the Senate (14 May 1992), plus 
space for additional items generated by the instructor or the unit. The form will 
ask for information on the student's major, gpa and class year, as well as 
whether or not the course is in the student's major and whether the course is 
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required or elective for the student. There will also be a request, marked optional, for 
information on the student's age, gender, and race or ethnicity. [Note: Information about the 
class size and type (lab, lecture, seminar, etc.) will be included, but this information will be 
compiled elsewhere.] 

Administering student evaluations will be the responsibility of each instructional unit. Student 
evaluations used in promotion and salary decisions will be administered at the beginning of a class 
period, during the last two weeks of instruction for the quarter. The evaluations will be handed 
out, completed, and collected without the instructor being present. It is suggested that a student 
be asked to hand out and collect the forms. Once collected, evaluations will be put in a sealed 
envelope or box and brought to the unit office, to be logged in and sent to the appropriate data 
processing center. 

4. Each campus will determine the appropriate manner of administering and evaluating student 
evaluation forms. To facilitate tabulation of the results of standardized questions on the student 
evaluation forms, each campus administration will provide the instructor and the unit chair with 
a summary of the data; the original questionnaires will be returned to the instructor. This 
summary will include appropriate statistical characterization of the responses to each question and, 
where a statistically meaningful data base exists, comparison to the responses for the same 
question on a campus, college, department, and program basis. To make comparative analysis 
more meaningful, there will also be comparisons on the basis of class type (e.g., large lecture, 
small discussion, laboratory, upper or lower division, elective, needed to meet university or major 
requirements). As resources permit, other types of statistical processing and comparisons may 
be added at the request of faculty or instructional units. 

5. To ensure that student teaching evaluation results are used with appropriate caution, tenure-home 
units shall be provided with a brochure summarizing current research on the meaning and 
usefulness of student evaluations (including questions of reliability and validity). 

6. By fall quarter of 1994, every tenure-home unit shall have a policy on peer review of faculty 
teaching efforts and contributions to teaching, both for purposes of promotion decisions and for 
teaching-based salary increases. In keeping with the language of the Senate policy of 14 May 
1992, each unit shall determine what documentation faculty must submit for peer review, and how 
to evaluate theses and dissertations as well as samples of graded student work. The documentation 
is to be used as a basis for evaluating the faculty member's knowledge of the subject matter as 
well as the quality of the faculty member's instructional activities. Each unit shall determine who 
shall have access to the documentation for purposes of peer review, and which materials will be 
retained for future reference. 

7. The documentation should reflect what each unit determines to be an appropriately cumulative 
record of the faculty member's contributions to the educational mission of the university, 
beginning with the year of the implementation of this policy. It is the responsibility of the faculty 
member to update the documentation regularly. It is the 
responsibility of the unit to retain appropriate portions of this material, including cumulative 
summaries of student evaluations of the faculty member's courses. Each unit shall assume 
responsibility for maintaining the confidentiality of commentaries or 
conclusions based on the contents of the documentation. 

8. It is expected that the documentation for each faculty member should contain an appropriately 
cumulative listing of courses taught by the faculty member, a 
comprehensive syllabus for each course, and examples of exams, assignments and handouts 
prepared by the instructor. Units may also wish to include a listing of undergraduate and graduate 
students undertaking independent study under the supervision of the faculty member, information 
about student performance on certification exams, and a listing of other activities that pertain to 
the teaching mission of the unit (e.g. participation in teaching-related committee work or 
curriculum development, publication of textbooks or study 

2 



• 

9. 

10. 

guides, participation in programs like the Bush Faculty Development program, etc.). Finally, 
SCEP recommends inclusion of a one-to-two page self-assessment of the faculty member's 
teaching strengths and weaknesses. Faculty members have the option of adding any other 
materials they believe are indicative of their contributions to teaching. 

This policy is not meant to exclude continued use of other mechanisms for peer review that may 
already be in place in academic units, such as classroom visitation. 

Two years after this policy goes into effect, and periodically thereafter, both the overall 
implementation of the policy, and the value of its constituent elements (e.g. the standardized 
student evaluation mandated by the Senate in May of 1992) will be reviewed by SCEP, so as to 
bring to the attention of the Senate any changes that may seem needed. 

COMMENT: (numbers correspond to the numbered paragraphs of the protocol). 

1. It seems important to let students know the uses to which the evaluation forms they fill out will 
be put. 

2. From SCEP minutes, February 11, 1993: 

"A continued concern was the possibility that anonymity of students would be jeopardized by the 
use of identifying information, especially demographic information, especially in small classes. 
The Committee deliberated for some while on this issue. Points of view ranged from making 
provision of this information optional--with a warning that students in small classes might 
endanger the anonymity of the response if they provide the demographic information--to simply 
making it optional and leaving it at that, on the grounds that these are university students and no 
one can MAKE anyone fill out ANY of the surveys. In terms of possible subgroup analysis, 
validity will be dependent on the number of students who fill out the forms and who identify 
themselves by race/gender/age. (The real issue, as one Committee member observed, is 
race/ethnicity, because in many small classes there may not be more than one or two minority 
students.) 

"The Committee concluded, however, that these data should be requested, because the information 
obtained can be useful to instructors in demonstrating how different groups respond to his/her 
teaching--and possibly affect the teaching. The information should be sought because it can make 
a difference: problems with different race/gender/age groups can be identified and addressed. 

"The Committee also agreed that other personal information--class year, GP A, major, and whether 
the class was elective or required--should be requested and NOT identified as optional, because 
these factors have been shown in prior research to have an effect on student evaluations. 

"Student members of the Committee all expressed satisfaction that the privacy interests of students 
would be served by these proposals." 

At its March 11 meeting, devoted to a consideration of reactions to the February 11 draft, the 
Committee noted that Measurement Services is developing a form on which demographic 
information would be detached before the forms are returned to the instructor. The Committee 
also endorsed a suggestion that Measurement Services write the program for sub-group analysis 
in such a way as to inhibit sub-group analysis for courses in which there are fewer than N 
members of a given sub-group enrolled in the course--5 seemed an appropriate number. 

3. As was brought to our attention by those with whom SCEP consulted, studies indicate that the 
results of student questionnaires may be quite different if the instructor is present while the forms 
are being filled out. 
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4. SCEP recommends against calculation of statistical norms on a University-wide basis, because of 
significant differences in mission among the several campuses and collegiate units. 

5. This addition to the February 11 draft was prompted by comments from colleagues in Psychology. 

6. Department and college administrators should be held accountable for timely assessment of the 
evaluative materials assembled for each faculty member. However, for peer review of the 
documentation for the purpose of promotion or of teaching-related merit pay increases, the faculty 
in each unit should be free to decide whether they want their dean or head or chair to take 
responsibility for assessing the quality of teaching, on the basis of the materials, or whether they 
prefer that the evaluation be done by an advisory group from within the unit or college. 

8. This paragraph draws on language in the policy adopted last year. The peer review process 
outlined here revolves around the evaluation of a streamlined version of what is called a teaching 
portfolio. In the full sense of the term, not proposed here, a teaching portfolio "goes beyond 
traditional quantitative teaching evaluations to capture the uniqueness of individual efforts. 
Teaching portfolios prompt reflective practice and, when made public in the company of other 
portfolios, can contribute to collective standard setting . " (V. M. Littlefield, in Faculty 
Development 5 (2), Winter 1992. 

9. Some departments and colleges already have in place, or may consider initiating, classroom 
visitation or analysis of videotaped classroom instruction as another method of assessing 
instructional quality. When used correctly, these can be very effective for improvement of 
instruction, but they may be less appropriate as tools for personnel decisions. We strongly 
encourage units that wish to make use of these forms of evaluation to take advantage of established 
procedures for the appropriate conduct and interpretation of these reviews. This policy does not 
include procedures for direct observation of classroom teaching, nor does it list classroom 
observation as a mandatory part of peer review. 

10. One issue that will need looking at is whether there should be verbal anchor points for all seven 
numerical values for the five standardized questions, not just for the highest and lowest values. 
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ADDENDUM: 

POLICY ON EVALUATION OF TEACHING CONTRffiUTIONS 
(Approved by the University Senate May 14, 1992) 

1. The teaching perfonnance of all faculty, regardless of their academic rank or tenure status, must 
be subject to evaluation. The frequency and intensity of this assessment will vary. Probationary faculty are 
already subject to an annual retention review that includes an evaluation of their teaching. All tenured faculty who 
wish to be considered for a salary increase based on teaching must submit for review evidence of their recent 
contributions to teaching, including items of information listed below for peer review (Recommendation 2). In 
addition, faculty to be considered for a teaching-based salary increase must submit written student evaluations for 
at least one section of each of the courses taught during the previous year; a more accurate assessment of a faculty 
member's overall performance would include evaluations for at least one offering of each of the courses taught by 
the instructor during the period since his/her last teaching-based salary review, and all offerings of a course if it 
was significantly modified from one quarter to another. 

Students must be made aware that their ratings will be used in making personnel decisions. A small 
number of questions common to all courses throughout the university will be used in the student evaluations of 
instructors. The use of common questions provides one means of making judgments on teaching effectiveness 
university-wide, and allows calculation of statistical norms. It is important to stress that this type of information 
can be used with other types to identify very good instructors who deserve rewards as well as instructors who may 
need assistance in improving their classroom effectiveness, but does not have the resolution necessary to allow fine 
discrimination between instructors in intermediate categories. In addition to questions that request a numerical 
score, survey forms must include provisions for written comments by students. 

2. The required evaluation of teaching for tenure and promotion decisions must have two m~or 
components, peer review and student surveys. Academic units must make provisions for peer review for faculty 
being considered for tenure and promotion. This is to be supplemented by information from student evaluations 
of all their courses, as described in Recommendation 1. Faculty peers must evaluate course objectives and syllabi, 
handouts, assignments and tests, theses and dissertations, and examples of graded student work in order to measure 
their quality and appropriateness. Peers must also assess the instructor's knowledge of the subject matter, 
contributions to departmental teaching efforts, and any other teaching contributions, such as development of new 
courses or innovative instructional materials, authorship of texts or laboratory manuals, or publications on discipline
specific teaching techniques. Peer review could also include assessment of student performance on certification 
exams (if appropriate to the discipline), survey of the extent of mentoring and participation in other activities related 
to instruction, or assessment of an instructor's classroom performance via personal visit or videotaping of the class. 
It is to a faculty member's benefit to prepare and regularly update a teaching portfolio that contains materials that 
will be considered during his/her evaluation. 

It is essential that the information collected to evaluate teaching effectiveness for personnel decisions remain 
confidential. The results must be shared with the faculty member being reviewed, but general access to information 
on a specific instructor must be restricted to those responsible for decisions on promotion, tenure, and salary 
adjustments. 

3. Details of the required assessment of teaching contributions should be drawn up by SCEP and 
brought back to the Senate for approval prior to implementation. These details include protocols for peer 
review, timing of assessment activities, institutional procedures for insuring the accuracy and confidentiality of the 
results, procedures for administering student evaluations, and procedures for interpreting numerically scored 
evaluations. A trial phase-in period might be appropriate to test the 
workability of the procedures indicated, to gain faculty support, and to bring about an orderly transition into full 
operation. SCEP believes that responsibility for implementing the recommendations contained 
in this report rests with the Provost, Vice Presidents, deans and department heads, all of whom must clearly convey 
to faculty the emphasis being placed on teaching in decisions regarding promotion, tenure, and merit-pay increases. 
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• 
Required Survey Questions 

STUDENT OPINION SURVEY 

The information you provide here may be used in several ways: by the instructor's departments and college in 
making personnel decisions, including salary; by the instructor as a morale-booster or word to the wise; in planning 
future offerings of the course; and by administrators to improve the learning environment. Checklist responses 
compute and make norms and comparisons possible. In addition, thoughtful written comments are very helpful and 

of particular interest to all concerned. 

1. How would you rate the instructor's ove,rall teaching ability? 

2 
Very Poor 

3 4 5 6 7 
Exceptional 

2. How would you rate the instructor's knowledge of the subject matter? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very Poor Exceptional 

3. How would you rate the instructor's respect and concern for students? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very Poor Exceptional 

4. How would you rate the physical environment in which you take this class, especially the classroom facilities, 
including your ability to see, hear, concentrate, and participate. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Very Poor Exceptional 

5. How much would you say you learned in this course? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Almost Nothing An Exceptional Amount 
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